CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 


Minutes of Meeting 93-1 
of the 


Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 


held 


Friday, January 15, 1993 


Present: Professors M.N.S. Swamy, (Chair), M.O. Ahmad, V.S. Alagar, B. Ashtakala, C. 
Bédard, R.B. Bhat, S. Cheung, T. Fancott, P.P. Fazio, J.C. Giguére, K.H. Ha, F.D. 
Hamblin, A.M. Hanna, K. Khorasani, T. Krepec, A. Krzyzak, V.N. Latinovic, 
M.O.M. Osman, R.V. Patel, O.A. Pekau, R. Shinghal, T. Stathopoulos, G.D. 
Xistris; B. MacKay (V.-R. Academic Rep.) G.H. Vatistas (Graduate Studies), 
Lee Harris (Library), D. Bauer, M. Cinquino, R. Haines, O. Kaseir, D. Leibu 
(U/G. Reps.), J.L. Hall (Secretary). 


Absent with 
apology: Prof..K. Thulasiraman; T.L. Swift (Registrar's Office). 


Visitors: Dr. M. Cohen, Mr. C. D Hyde, Prof. A.S. Ramamurthy,.Mr. C. Brown 


1. Adoption of Agenda 


The agenda was revised to reflect the following order: 


1. Adoption of Agenda. 
2. Capital Campaign - Table of Needs (ECFC Doc 93-1-1). 
(Dr. M. Cohen & Mr. C.D. Hyde) 
3. Scheduling of Meetings During Final Examination Periods 
(Tabled at December Meeting) 
4. Ratification of the election of a replacement faculty member to the 
Advisory Search for the Dean of Engineering and Computer Science. 
5. Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of the Composition, 
Rules and Procedures of the Evaluation Committees and Advisory 
Search Committees, (ECFC Doc 93-1-2) and Interim Report of the 
Senate Ad Hoc Committee on the Selection and Evaluation of Senior 
Administrators (ECFC Doc 93-1-3). 
. Adoption of the Minutes of Meeting 92-7. 
Chairman's Remarks. 
Other Business. 
Letter to the Editor in the Concordia Thursday Report - 
(Dr. R.B. Bhat) 
9. Adjournment. 
Motion The agenda, as revised above, was unanimously adopted. 
93-1-1 
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Dr. Swamy welcomed Dr. M. Cohen (Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations & 
Finance) and Mr. C.D. Hyde (Director of University Advancement) and stated 
that they would bring Faculty Council up-to-date on the status of the Capital 
Campaign. 


Dr. Cohen stated that although there are periods of very intensive public fund 
raising the whole process for a major capital campaign takes about seven 
years to complete. There are several phases, such as; identifying the fund 
raising objectives, determining priorities, (some of which may not be 
appropriate for a capital campaign since they may be too urgent or do not 
“strike a chord" with donors). A draft table of needs is then generated and 
market tested by outside consultants through a feasibility study. This feedback 
also helps gauge the support of some major donors so that the "Private 
Campaign" can be launched. (Dr. Cohen indicated that the rule of thumb of 
campaigns such as this, is that 1/3 to 1/2 of the objective should be raised 
during this phase.) Following this the campaign is announced publicly and 
the remaining amounts are collected. 


Where are we now? Dr. Cohen stated that two years ago a large number of 
people were gathered from all areas of the University and were asked to 
identify needs for capital funds. Lots of suggestions were received of which 
half of the were costed, resulting in an estimated cost of over $200,000,000 
($200 million) This estimate was then extrapolated to include the remaining 
suggestions to an amount of $500,000,000 (1/2 a billion dollars). He said that to 
determine our chances to raise this kind of money we had to look at the 
current schedule of Québec University campaigns. U of M is presently in the 
public phase of their campaign ($50 million), McGill is in the private phase of 
theirs, Laval is at the feasibility study stage of theirs, as is UQAM. He felt that 
with present economic situation, it is probably to our advantage to have to 
hold off for now. 


Turning to the "Table of Needs" (ECFC Doc. 93-1-1.1) Dr. Cohen pointed out 
that the "Ist slice" represents the top priority items to which a minimum of 
$50 million would be allocated. If we were to raise an additional $25 million 
then the "2nd slice" items would be allocated as indicated in the document. 


The items fall under three major categories; bricks & mortar, faculty specific 
non-building items and general non-building items He reminded Council 
that the last capital campaign was almost all bricks and mortar (Vanier Library 
extension, Concert Hall, and the McConnell Building). A relatively small 
amount $2.5 million was used for scholarships and bursaries. 

Under "Buildings" Dr. Cohen advised Council that the priorities for 
"Academic Facilities" would be directed to provide our own space for the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration and to consolidate the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, CBS and Concave and to provide an 
additional 5000 square meters to the Faculty. "Campus Enhancement" is 
considered a euphemism for the fact that our physical plant is falling apart 
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due to years of underfunding. He cited such projects as the upgrading of the 
HVAC system and the building as the CBS “Intelligent Building". Some items 
have been and will be dropped from this list whenever Québec provides 
funds for projects, such as the elimination of asbestos from the Hall building, 
roofing, and windows for some of the Loyola buildings.These will be replaced 
by other items from the "2nd slice". Under "Recreation and Athletics" he 
indicated that our present physical resources do not include what one would 
normally expect from a university in the way of proper fitness facilities. The 
Government does not fund this type of facility. Since the ability to provide an 
environment that encourages a balance between the development of both the 
mind and the body this is an important aspect of student recruiting. All of 
this must come from private funding. 


The second major heading of "Faculty - Specific, Non Building", Dr. Cohen 
stated that the sub category of “Chairs and Professorships" provides a 
response to those who wish to contribute to a specific area of academic 
endeavor. A "chair" would need about $1 to 1.5 million to support it and a 
professorship requires about $500,000. These provide donors with several 
levels of amounts for named gifts. 


The third major heading on the "Table of Needs" is "General - Non 
Buildings”. Dr. Cohen stated that the largest amounts in this section are 
devoted to "Undergraduate Scholarships & Bursaries" and "Graduate 
Fellowships” ($7 & $9 million respectively). He said that we have to increase 
our endowment base from its present level of about $7.5 million to $50 
million if we are to equate our position to other Canadian universities. 


Dr. Cohen then addressed the document entitled "Endowment Policies" 
(ECFC Doc 93-1-1.4). He explained that to support an amount of $1000.00 a year 
as a scholarship, for instance, then there must be sufficient capital in the 
endowment to generate an annual return on investment of $1000.00. In 
addition, he said that in order to ensure that the endowment does not lose its 
buying power, it must increase its value at the rate of inflation each year. 
Therefore the fund should provide for expenditures only after the CPI has 
been accommodated. It is projected that the average annual real rate of return, 
over the long term, will be 7%. 


The third document "Proposed Capital Campaign Budget" (ECFC Doc. 93-1- 
1.3) outlines the cost associated with a fund raising venture of this nature. Dr. 
Cohen stated that the Board of Governors has authorized the expenditure of 
the "Pre-Campaign" portion of the budget proposal, an amount of $714,000 
(columns 1 & 2 of pg. 3 of ECFC Doc. 93-1-1.3). The total budget represents an 
amount of from 5 to 7% of the campaign objective. The most common and 
least controversial approach to generate money for campaign administration 
is to use interest on the money generated during the “active” phase of the 


campaign. 


With respect to endowment funds, Dr. Cohen stated that of the $50 million 
Ist. slice, $17 million represents endowment needs and of a possible 
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additional $25 million 2nd. slice, $10 million of that represents endowment 
prospects. 


Dr. Giguére asked about the planned timing of the public phase of the 
campaign. 


Dr. Cohen responded that the feasibility study is planned to take place in 1994, 
with the private phase over the subsequent two years and then the public 
phase following that. Mr. Hyde remarked that when conducting a feasibility 
study we must be sensitive to the status of the economy and the attitude of 
the corporate sector. 


Dr. Ramamurthy asked if there was any ranking of items within either slice 1 
or 2. 


Dr. Cohen said our objective is to raise sufficient funds to accommodate 
everything in the same slice. Therefore we do not have to make differences 
between items within the slice. 


Dr. Ramamurthy asked that if a donor wanted to designate funds for a slice 
two item would this be considered? 


Dr. Cohen reassured him that we would not refuse a designated gift. One of 
the principles followed in campaigns like this is to try to get as many 
designated gifts as possible. This is why we try to provide a diversity of 
projects. The end of the public phase is the time most undesignated gifts are 
received. 


Dr. Osman thanked Dr. Cohen and Mr. Hyde for their input on this 
important matter of the capital campaign. He asked what plans have been 
developed enlist the support of faculty members. 


Mr. Hyde responded that this was one of the purposes of discussing the Table 
of Needs. It identifies specific academic needs to which faculty can relate. He 
stated that he was counting on the academic leaders to be the sales people and 
that the external volunteers and staff will do the campaigning. 


Dr. Osman asked how the campaign administrators are going to use faculty 
resources to develop major donors. For example. he suggested that a seminar 
be held with people from Pratt and Whitney in our labs here where they will 
feel comfortable. 


Chris Hyde said that the process of cultivating major donors would be started 
over the next two years. For major gift work external volunteers who are 
established in the corporate milieu are generally used. 


Dr. Fazio thanked both for their enthusiasm in this process and asked how 
else could we help. For example, as a follow-up to Dr. Osman's question about 
Pratt & Whitney, to what extent would Dr. Osman and the Mechanical 
Engineering Department be involved in the negotiations for a major gift? 
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Dr. Cohen said he appreciated what Dr. Fazio was driving at, but he felt that 
Major donors would be approached in a coordinated fashion in order not to 
divert them form where they see their target areas. Chris Hyde felt that, for 
instance a bank might see their donations going to Finance related projects. 


Dr. Fazio said that he could understand that, but P & W have been directly 
involved with Mechanical Engineering for several years and would want to 
see some faculty involvement. 


Dr. Cohen felt that the best recognition for a donation is a positive response 
from those directly involved. He said that the campaign administrators 
would help faculty cultivate donors, but not for items not on the list. 


Dr. Stathopoulos stated that the last capital campaign had some $2.25 million 
listed for this Faculty, but it never came. He asked what guarantees do we 
have that this time we will get what is indicated? 


Dr. Cohen responded that the last campaign lasted too long and that all the 
money was used for "bricks & mortar”. 


Dr. Swamy reminded Council that Dr. Cohen and Mr. Hyde had asked to be 
here to make this presentation because they want us to be involved. 


Mr. Hyde mentioned that during the last campaign there was no feasibility 
study, there was no nucleus phase and it was carried out during a recession. 
Dr. Cohen added that the campaign administrators found that they are not as 
effective fund raisers as are the members of faculty and staff. He reiterated 
that their role is to provide support to the faculty and staff to get the 
designators and to get the money. 


Dr. Giguére added that to get the donation “tagged” it is the people in the 
Faculty who have to do it. He then commented that although it has been 
stated that this campaign is not for bricks and mortar, the table of needs shows 
$22 million for buildings. 


Dr. Cohen replied that he felt he had said that this campaign is not only for 
buildings. 


Dr. Giguére noted that the table shows that the removal of asbestos from the 
Hall Building is one of the items. 


Dr. Cohen stated that that is now going to be funded by the latest Provincial 
Government grant for construction projects so it can be removed from the list 
of needs and replaced by another priority item. 


Dr. Giguére then commented that the list for the Engineering and Computer 
Science Faculty was a “super computer” but that the."work station" market is 
still an attractive item for “tagged” donations. 


Motion 
93-1-3 
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Dr. Swamy said that the list of needs will be updated continuously as 
conditions and circumstances dictate. 


Dr. Fazio mentioned that one source of funding that has not been affected by 
the recession is Estates. 


Dr. Cohen replied that although we do have some estates "Deferred Giving" 
is a method of fund raising being pursued by the Advancement Office. Chris 
Hyde commented that.with that method you can only count on the money 
once it is there i.e. after the donor dies. Success of a capital campaign is 
measured by filling the table of needs and raising the money for it. 


Dr. Fazio wondered about foundations as a source of funds. 


Dr. Cohen replied that in the last campaign we had two foundations as 
donors, and that we will pursue this source this time. Mr. Hyde reiterated that 
our major current priority is the Capital Campaign. 


Dr. Stathopoulos requested clarification about the term "Distinguished 
Professorships". 


Dr. Cohen said that we feel that we have several distinguished faculty 
members in who's name a donation can be given. It answers a need for a 
$500,000 gift. 


There being no further questions or comments, Dr. Swamy thanked Dr. 
Cohen and Mr. Hyde for their presentation and time and reassured them that 
they could count on the full support of the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science. 


j i ring Final Examination Peri 
(Tabled at December Meeting) 


Prof. Hamblin moved that the item concerning the scheduling of meetings 
during final exam periods be removed from the table. This motion was duly 
seconded and carried unanimously. 


Prof Hamblin explained to Council that this question had been raised at the 
November meeting of Senate which approved a motion that Senate meetings 
would not be held during the final examination periods in December and 
April. It also approved a motion that efforts will be made not to schedule 
Senate committee meetings during final examination periods. It also agreed 
to recommend Faculty Councils adopt the similar motions. 


Prof. Hamblin moved that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
avoid holding meetings during the final examination periods in December 
and April starting next year. 
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Prof. Hamblin explained that the purpose of suggesting that the motion take 
effect next year is because the April '93 meeting has already been scheduled to 
consider curriculum changes and the timing of this item cannot be changed at 
this late date. 


Prof. Stathopoulos stated that the reason this item was tabled at the December 
meeting was because there were no student members of Council present and 
he felt they should be heard now. 


Ms. Cinquino responded that the fact that the student representatives were 
not at the December meeting indicates the difficulties faced by student reps. 
but felt that it is up to the student to make their own assessment as to 
whether their study schedule will allow them to attend. 


Prof Hamblin reiterated that the April meeting for this year is scheduled to 
review curriculum changes and the timing is critical therefore the meeting 
cannot be changed. 


Dr. Giguére noted that Faculty Council is mandated to: 

approve graduating students, 

approve curriculum changes, and 

determine the composition of Council. 
He felt that if, in the future, we could move the whole process of curriculum 
changes one month forward this would avoid the problem. 


Prof. Hamblin stated that this was the reason for suggesting that this approach 
be started next year. He felt that if an item for information needs to be 
discussed, then it could be on the agenda for a December or April meeting but 
items requiring a vote should not be scheduled. 


It was suggested that the motion read that Council meetings "will not 
normally be scheduled during final exam periods” this would provide the 
required flexibility to deal with the situation. 


Prof. Xistris wondered why we are paying particular attention to students 
participation at Council when the students’ priority should be to get an 
education and not to attend meetings. 


Prof Swamy reminded Council that if it wants to get student input it must pay 
attention to the students’ educational requirements when scheduling 
meetings. 


Prof. Giguére moved that motion 93-1-3 be amended to read "ECFC meetings 
will not normally be held during final exam periods in December and April 
starting next year". 


Prof. Hanna requested a clarification of the word "normally" as it is used in 
this context. 
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Dr. Swamy responded that if an extremely important item has to be dealt 
with, then a meeting might be held, otherwise meetings will not be held 
during the final examination periods. 


Motion 93-1-3 was carried on a vote of 20 in favour, one against and no 
abstentions. 


Prof. Hamblin moved that Committees of Faculty Council try to avoid 
holding meetings during final examination periods in December and April. 
The motion was carried unanimously. 


lection repl mber isor 
h n of Engineerin mputer Scien 


Prof. Bhat reported to Council that as the result of the elections held in 
December, Prof. H. Poorooshasb had been elected as the replacement Faculty 
representative (replacing the late Dr. Matthew Douglass) on the Advisory 
Search Committee for the Dean of Engineering and Computer Science. 


Dr. Bhat moved that the election of Dr. Hormoz Poorooshasb to replace the 
late Dr. Matthew Douglass on the Advisory Search Committee for the Dean of 
Engineering and Computer Science be ratified by Faculty Council. The motion 
was duly seconded and carried unanimously. 


Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of the Composition, Rules 
iP Phe: Bvaluat C : 1 Advi S 


1 
Committee on the Selection and Evaluation of Senior Administrators (ECFC 


Dr. Giguére suggested that Council restrict its discussion to matters within 
these two reports (which for sake of brevity he referred to as the "Groome 
Report" and the "Kusy Report") which concern the Faculty. He stated that 
there has to be guarantees built into the process that for search committees for 
Faculty Deans members of the affected Faculty make up the majority of 
representatives on the that particular committee. This should be a distinction 
between Deans search committees and search committees for the Rector or for 
Vice-Rectors. 


The Chair requested Council to discuss each item as it affects the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty. 


Dr. Giguére felt the discussion should start with the selection committees for 
Deans. 


Prof. Osman stated that he was in agreement with the Groome Report that 
the Board of Governors is the ultimate authority for the appointment of 
Senior Administrators and that the Rector has some leeway in overseeing the 
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choice. He agreed that there should be a publication of a short list and a wide 
consultation process. He felt the Groome Committee should be congratulated 
for their report. However, the report must be refined in two areas: 


1. Search Committees: The report recommends that there be 9 members. 
This is acceptable for Rector and Vice-Rectors' Committees but for Faculty 
Deans committees the membership has to be more specific. He stated that it is 
important for Council to insist that a Dean's search committee contain a 
certain number of faculty and staff members and students from the Faculty in 
question. These people have a lot at stake in the choice of their Dean. If not, 
then the mechanism should allow that the Faculty have a say in the process 
after the short list is published. 


2. The Process of Committee Meetings: The minutes must be made and sent 
prior to each meeting. Also, the Secretary of the committee must be a member 
of those persons who were elected as committee members. 


Dr. Fancott had 3 points to make: 


1. Search Committees for Deans: It is inconceivable that a search committee 
for a Dean would not have representation from the Faculty in question. 


2. Committee Nomenclature: Titles such as "Evaluation" or "Advisory" were 
misleading and that the committees should be called "Search Committee" 
since that is what they were. 


3. Board of Governors Role in Search Committees. Under no circumstances 
should the Board of Governors substitute itself for search committees. It is 
neither competent nor representative enough to do so. This would be highly 
unacceptable. 


Prof. Hamblin felt that there is no clearly defined mechanism to give feedback 
to the search committee once the short list is published. 


Dr. B. MacKay indicated that the Commerce and Administration Faculty 
Council feels rushed by the timetable established and has decided to request 
more time at tomorrow's special meeting of Senate. 


Dr. Swamy felt that the discussion period cannot be dragged out too long since 
the terms of office of both the Rector and the Vice-Rector, Academic are up in 
one year's time and search committees have to be established shortly. 
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Dr. Fazio commented on the following. 

1. The impact of the Report: The processes set in motion by this report will set 
the tone for the future of the organization and will determine the type of 
University we are going to be part of in 15 years time. 


2. Balanced representation on search committees: The report goes to extremes 
in dealing with the question of representation (either over or under 
representation). and does not specify how appropriate representation is 
achieved. As an example, the CBS has not been represented on a search 
committee for the Dean of Engineering for over 15 years. 


Dr. Giguére commented that the statements on committee representation 
need tightening up, for example the student representative on the Dean of 
Graduate Studies Search Committee could conceivably be an undergraduate 
student. On the issue of the search committees keeping detailed minutes he 
stated that, having served on several search committees, the documents 
produced by the search committees such as candidate profiles or reasoned 
reports are sufficient records. 


Prof. Stathopoulos agreed and felt that the Senate had made this point clear. 
He stated that he supports the item in the Groome Report dealing with the 
issue of confidentiality. He felt that there should be a higher level of trust. 
Also that the search committees should be allowed to establish their own 
"modus operandi”. 


Prof. Osman responded that the concept of “trust me" no longer works. 
Having served on committees for over 25 years he commented that things 
have changed in the last two years and gave the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration Search Committee as an example. He felt that minutes must 
be kept of each meeting and approved each time so that accurate records are 
kept. Also he felt that the secretary of the committee should be an elected 
member of the committee who could be trusted. 


In an effort to guide the discussion the Chair stated that it appeared the 
following would summarize the salient points raised: 

1. that student representatives should be elected by students; 

2. that faculty representatives should be elected by faculty; 

3. that the Rector's or Vice-Rectors' representation should not be elected 

but appointed by the Board of Governors. 

On the question of input coming after the short list is announced, he felt that 
representatives of faculty should meet with the short list candidates and then 
provide their input after that process has been completed. 


Dr. Fancott commented that he did not like the implications of chapter 3.6 
(Conflict Resolution) para 5 item 2 in which the Board can disregard the 
recommendations of the committee and appoint candidates "B" or "C". 


Dr. Fazio felt that if the committee gives the Board a choice then the Board 
should be able to designate either candidate "A", "B", or "C”. 


Motion 
93-1-7 
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Dr. Fancott responded that that is a problem with this item and that the 
committee should make a single report and the Board should accept or reject. 
He cited the Faculty of Commerce and Administration as an example. 


Dr. Giguére raised the point that there is no provision for a procedure if no 
candidate is chosen. This option should be considered. Also that the item on 
input from the community after the short list is announced is far too fuzzy. A 
more specific mechanism needs to be indicated. Otherwise all sorts of 
problems will arise. 


The discussion was terminated at this point with the agreement that it would 
be continued at the next meeting of Council. 


Adoption of Minutes 
Profs. Osman and Xistris moved that the minutes of ECFC meeting 92-7 be 
adopted as circulated. 


Dr. Stathopoulos questioned the wording of motion 92-7-5 and stated that he 
did not feel that the commitments of the entire Faculty was implied in the 
motion at the time it was stated. 


Dr. Osman indicated all that is recorded in the motion was stated during the 
meeting and that Dr. Xistris, who seconded the motion, agreed with the 
wording. 


The Chairman stated that he found a debate of this nature most embarrassing. 


Dr. Osman moved that the question be called which resulted in a vote of 12 in 
favour, 2 against and 3 abstentions. 


Motion 93-1-6 was then voted upon and carried by a vote of 12 in favour, 2 
against and 3 abstentions. Dr. Stathopoulos commented that it is regrettable 
that a motion of this nature was not unanimous and would hope that future 
motions of this nature be circulated and clearly understood before they are 
recorded into the minutes. 


Chairmans Remarks 


There were no remarks from the Chair. 
Other Business 
Letter to the Editor of Concordia Thursday Report 


Dr. R. Bhat stated that he was intrigued by a letter referring to the Department 
of Civil Engineering and published in the Thursday Report. As it singled out 
“two or three members of the Department", he felt that the matter should be 
brought to the attention of Council and discussed. 
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Dr. Ramamurthy stated that Council should hear from the Chair of the 
Department in question (who was not present) before debating this issue since 
he was a signatory of the letter. 


Dr. Giguére asked to have the issue clarified since the letter is a reprint in the 
CTR's Letters to the Editor section which appeared in the Gazette's "Letter to 
the Editor" column. He felt that anyone can write a letter to the editor 
expressing their own opinion. 


Dr. Bhat responded that he was not comfortable about this issue being 
brought to the public media. 


Dr. Fazio felt that the discussion should be postponed until the Chair of the 
Department in question is present. 


Prof. Osman stated that he understood Dr. Bhat's concern since the letter is 
signed by three members of the Department (including the Chair) who 
identified themselves as members of the Departmental Personnel 
Committee. He felt that the fifth paragraph of the letter was particularly 
dangerous since it was targeting two or three members of the Department as 
being "uncooperative". He commented that this issue should appear on the 
agenda for the next Council meeting. 


Prof. Hamblin mentioned that it appeared in the Gazette as a "rebuttal" to an 
article that had been published by the Gazette. 


Prof. Hanna commented that this should not be discussed without the 
signatories present. He said that the letter was sent to the CTR because they 
were not sure that the Gazette would print their letter. 


The discussion continued despite most speakers agreeing that this issue 
should not be discussed without the authors of the letter being present. The 
following points were raised: 
Since the article appeared which cast a bad light on the Department a 
response was required, however the Department should have met and 
provided input. The letter was the opinion of just four people. 


People are free to write what they please to the Editor. We do not have the 
jurisdiction to comment on their opinions. 


This is a serious matter since the letter focused on two or three people in 
the Department and was signed by the individuals as members of the DPC 
and not as private citizens. 


At this point the discussion terminated. 


Motion 
93-1-8 
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Dr. Giguére served a notice of motion for the February or March meetings 
concerning this item. 


The Chairman replied that he would like to consult with the families before 
an official motion is made. 


Good News 


Dr. Fazio announced that the Center for Building Studies has been identified 
in the document "La Stratégie Québecoise d'Efficacité Energetique - 
Orientations et Plan d'Action" (page 29) issued by the Ministére de l'Enérgie 
et des Resources of the Québec government to assist in the implementation of 
their action plan. 


Also the January issue of "HABITABEC" features a one page article (page 46) 
on the Centre for Building Studies presenting its various activities and 
dimensions. 


Adjournment 


Dr. Xistris moved adjournment, carried unanimously. 


